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3) Per contra, ‘Mr._ Arun Sao, learned ‘counsel 3ppearing for the

respondenis/State, subrh-its.--that the impugned order is just and proper. The age-

of retirement is 58 years, not 60 years. The petitioner ha_s" failed to produce any
document in support of _his case.

4} On perusal of the ifn_pugnéd order, it is evident that the petitioner was

|  directed to retire on attaining the age of superannuation counting his date of birth

from 1-3-1951. There is no sufficient material and this court cannot adjudicate

the issue on seif-siaiement made by the petitioner. Further, igarned counsel for

~ the petitioner is not interesied in taking some time to submit the document that
the age of superannuation is 80 years, in support of his case. Learned counsel
insists on deciding the case on available documents. On the materiai available,

there is no meritin the case. -

3} in viéw of. fdregoiﬁg; this p_etition is dismissed summ_aﬁéy. Consequently,
- 1.A.No.1 aiso stands dismissed. T - /:
Satish K. Agnihotri !
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